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INVESTIGATION OF LABOR ACTIVITIES AT THE 
SAVANNAH RIVER PROJECT 


INTRODUCTION 


On October 22, 1951, Hon. Graham A. Barden, chairman of the 
Committee on Education and Labor, appointed a special subcom- 
mittee 


¢ 


for the purpose of investigating activities in the field of labor, labor-manavement 


relations, and activities of anv Government ageney that might be involved in any 
related activities that might bring about results inconsistent with the policy of 
this Government or in any way hamper defense production, construction, or 
activities, or to investigate anv other matters within the jurisdiction of this 
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The following members were appointed to the subcommittee: 
Graham A, Barden, of North Carolina, chairman; John S. Wood, of 
Georgia; Ernest Creenwood, of New York; Harold H. Velde, of 
Illinois; and Richard B. Vail, of Illinois. 

Complaints had been received by the Committee on Education 
and Labor from various Members of Congress as well as from scores 
of private citizens alleging that a preferential hiring policy was in 
effect. at the Atomic Energy Commission’s Savannah River project 
under construction near Aiken, S. C. It was further charged that 
union membership was a prerequisite for employment on the project 
in violation of the Labor Management Relations Act. 

The Savannah River project now under construction for the 
Atomic Energy Commission (Savannah River Operations Office) is 
being built in a 210,000-acre federally acquired area situated on the 
South Carolina side of the Savannah River approximately 20 miles 
southeast of Aiken, 5. C., and the same distance northeast of Augusta, 
Ga. Both the actual construction and the operation of the plant 
have been let to the E. 1. du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc., of Wil- 
mington, Del., through a cost plus a fixed fee of $1 contract. Pre- 
liminary operations “began in November 1950; however, actual 
construction work on the plant site did not commence until about 
March 1951. The schedule for completion of the construction and 
actual operation of the plant is classified for security reasons. It has 
been estimated that the number of employees required for the con- 
struction of the plant will reach a peak of 40,000 by June 1952. 

Before authorizing a full-scale subcommittee investigation of the 
labor and employment practices in effect at the Savannah River 
project, the chairman directed that a preliminary investigation be 
made by members of the committee staff. A thorough on-the-spot 
investigation was then undertaken from which sufficient evidence was 
obtained to warrant the necessity of a formal inquiry. 

After receiving the report of the investigation by the committee 
staff, the chairman authorized hearings to be conducted by the sub- 
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committee in Augusta, Ga. Whereupon subpenas were issued calling 
for the appearance of pertinent witnesses along with records and corre- 
spondence relating to the labor and employment policies of the project. 
Hearings were held November 5 through 9, 1951, at the Federal 
Courthouse in Augusta, Ga. 


SumMMAPY or TESTIMONY 
(A) ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION 


The witnesses representing the Atomic Energy Commission were 
Mr. Curtis A. Nelson, Manager of the Savannah River Operations 
Office; Mr. C. A. Bergen, Chief of the Industrial Relations Branch of 
the Savannah River Operations Office; Mr. Clark Vogel, Assistant 
General Counsel for the United States Atomic Energy Commission; 
and Mr. John Vinciguera, assistant to the Manager of the Savannah 
River Operations Office. 

The testimony revealed that as of October 25, 1951, at the Savannah 
River project there were 170 persons employed by the Atomic Energy 
Commission, there were 16,878 employed by the du Pont Co., and 
their cost-plus or cost-type subcontractors, and approximately 1,000 
by lump-sum or unit-price subcontractors. Of the 16,878 employees 
of du Pont and their cost-plus subcontractors, 12,771 were manual 
workers and 4,107 were nonmanual employees. 

Manual workers were defined as all those paid on an hourly basis; 
i. e., mechanics, apprentices, helpers, and laborers. Nonmanual 
employees are Serer as all salaried employees; i. e., clerical, pro- 
fessional, technic al, et cetera. It was brought out that the manual 
workers include the ‘anne crafts which form the building trades 
unions of the American Federation of Labor and constitute about 
75 percent of the total number employed by du Pont and its cost-plus 
subcontractors. 

Mr. Curtis A. Nelson and Mr. C. A. Bergen emphasized that the 
AEC, in contracting with the du Pont Co., had bought their industrial 
know-how, including its personnel and industrial relations practices, 
which had been reviewed and approved as to over-all policy by the 
AEC. The AEC officials stated that they make certain, in their 
day-to-day relationship, that the du Pont ‘Co. operates as it would 
in its own private business where the aim is to make a profit. Mr. 
Nelson and his assistants indicated clearly that although they dele- 
gate a great deal of authority to the du Pont Co., they at all times 
knew what was going on in the labor relations field and had frequent 
discussions regarding all major points in this field. They assured the 
subcommittee that while they delegated authority they could not 
delegate responsibility. 

The testimony of the Atomic Energy Commission officials led the 
subcommittee to believe that these officials took full responsibility for 
labor and employment practices at the Savannah River project, that 
they were fully aware of du Pont’s operations in the labor-manage- 
ment field as well as all other fields, and that they kept abreast of ‘all 
the problems of this nature. In spite of these representations, sub- 
sequent interrogations revealed that they either were not aware ‘of all 
such practices, or that they were deliberately evasive and did not 
bring to the attention of the committee all of the facts. They testified 
thev had been assured by du Pont officials that manual workers were 
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being employed without union referral “at the gate,’”’ which is the term 
generally used in reference to the du Pont employment office at the 
Savannah River project. They did not make clear to the committee 
that those being hired at the gate were only those who were either in 
the nonmanual field, or some 20 or 30 ‘‘displaced persons’’ (persons 
deprived of home or employment by acquisition of land and certified 
by the Corps of Engineers), or those employed since a change in 
policy retarding ‘‘at the gate’? employment was adopted by the du 
Pont Co. 2 weeks Pom to the hearings. They informed the committee 
they believed the du Pont Co. had used the State employment office 
to find men for the job. Yet it was only after questioning that they 
revealed they were aware of the fact that du Pont had not used the 
State employment services to secure manual workers for the project. 

In view of this and subsequent testimony it became evident that 
these officials were not completely aware of the facts concerning the 
labor practices, procedures, and policies carried on by the du Pont Co. 
or they evaded the opportunity to explain all of these facts to the sub- 
committee. Their testimony would have led the subcommittee to 
believe that any qualified laborer could obtain employment “at the 
gate’? with the du Pont Co. in the manual field as well as the non- 
manual field without bemg recommended by a union. It seems in- 
conceivable that the Atomic Energy Commission officials did not 
know the practice employed in hirmg manual workers which had been 
coing on until approximately October 22, when, in a meeting with the 
lnbor leaders, the du Pont Co. announced a change in that practice for 
a limited time and for a limited number of manual workers only. 

The testimony raised the question as to whether the Atomic Energy 
Commission officials really wanted to know the details of the hiring 
practices carried on by du Pont, since perhaps they did not want to be 
put in the position of justifying or having to take the responsibility of 
passing on the legality of the practice of using labor unions solely to 
supply the manual workers for the job while turning away qu: alified 
applicants “at the gate.” The committee can appreciate the respect 
in which the du Pont Co. officials are held by the officials of the Atomic 
Energy Commission; however, if such blind acceptance is made of the 
labor policies of du Pont, it actually results i an abdication of re- 
sponsibility to the citizens of the United States. It seems quite cleat 
to the subcommittee that any labor employment practices which were 
questionable as to being in compliance or even consistent with the 
Labor Management Relations Act, 1947, should have been of vital 
concern to the Atomic Energy Commission and should have been 
cleared up once and for all with the du Pont people. This could have 
been done at the outset and without loss of time in the construction of 
the vital Savannah River project. 


(B) E. I. DU PONT DE NEMOURS. & CO., INC. 


The witnesses before the subcommittee from the du Pont Co. 
appeared in two groups. The first group, consisting of P olicy-making 
officials of the du Pont Co., was made up of Mr. Frank H. Mackie, 
manager of the Commercial and Atomic War Construction Division; 
Mr. Trumble Blake, assistant manager of the War Construction 
Division; Mr. R. K. Mason, project manager of the Savannah River 
atomic energy project; and Mr. J. W. Mercke, service superintendent 
(including labor relations) at the Savannah River atomic energy 
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project. The second group consisted of emplovees from the du Pont 
employment office on the project. These witnesses were the super- 
visor of employment, the supervisor of applications, and four preinter- 
view clerks. 

In a prepared statement Mr. Mason pointed out that du Pont was 
faced with the problem of locating and hiring nearly 35,000 mechanics 
experienced in heavy construction. The company decided to use the 
building-trades unions of the A. F. of L. to recruit manual labor. 
They contended that this was the cheapest and most satisfactory 
method of getting the required number of such workers. 

He explained the relationship between du Pont and the various 
craft unions as follows: 

Our relationship with the various trade-unions can be described as follows: 

We have no agreement to use A. F. of L. members exclusively, although they 
have supplied us with a substantial part of our work force. 

Employment is considered only on the basis of qualifications for the work to 
be done, medical examination, and security requirements. 

We have no agreement with the AFL to the effect that if our employees fail to 
maintain union membership they will be discharged, nor do we have any under- 
standing with the union that any personnel hired at the project must become 
members of the union to remain in our employ. 

We have no records as to whether our employees do or do not belong to a union. 
Management collects no union dues nor do they allow union stewards to collect 
dues or to solicit membership during the working hours. 

In support of the above policy statements, the du Pont witnesses 
insisted that while it was true that in the field of manual laborers they 
had received most of their employees from the AFL unions, neverthe- 
less a considerable number of manual laborers had been hired at the 
du Pont employment office without referral from unions. 

The subcommittee did not hear any conclusive evidence relating to 
the third and fourth point mentioned above. However, we do not 
believe that the first and second points fully and accurately describe 
the practices which actually existed as indicated by the evidence. 

Although the du Pont Corp. does not have any written employment 
contracts with any of the unions supplying mechanics to the Savannah 
River project, a memorandum written by Mr. Blake for the du Pont 
labor file was placed in the record, which indicated that a verbal 
agreement is in effect. This memorandum sets forth some of the 
terms of the verbal agreement made by Mr. Mackie with the unions. 
On the question of hiring manual labor, the memorandum explained 
the du Pont policy as follows: 

Regarding a source of labor, it was stated that du Pont would “fuse union labor 
to the extent that qualified mechanics are available to us as required.”’ It was explained 
that forecasts of requirements would be prepared in adequate time to allow 
recruitment by the unions, if necessary, but that we felt that manning the project 
was their job and did not at this time contemplate a company-sponsored program 
of recruitment. [Italics supplied.] 

Further light was thrown upon the du Pont employment policy by 
a second memorandum, also written by Mr. Blake. This memoran- 
dum recorded a number of problems and solutions which had been 
discussed with union representatives. On the question of how much 
time the unions should be given to fill the du Pont requirements for 
laborers after they have been notified of such requirements, the mem- 
orandum stated: 

What is reasonable notice of requirement for employees—we have no interest 
in establishing a recruitment program and will work with unions to give them 
every chance to man the job. 
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The subcommittee believes this evidence clearly shows that verbal 
agreement was reached early in the spring of 1951 whereby du Pont 
agreed to give the unions the opportunity to fill all requirements for 
manual labor. 

In addition to the written evidence introduced concerning the em- 
ployment policy of du Pont in the field of manual labor, Mr. Mercke 
testified concerning the actual practice which existed at the du Pont 
employment office as follows: 


Question. If you want to hire 50 laborers out there, how do you go about it? 


* * K * 
Answer. Our procedure is to keep the local unions advised of our recuirements 
Question. So if vou wanted AO laborers, vou would notifv the local laborers’ 

union that vou needed 50 laborers? 

\nswer. That our requirements were 50 laborers 
Question And if they supplied the 50 laborers, that would be the end of your 


requirements for that time? 

Answer. And we had emploved 40 laborers, that would close it. 

Question. If they recommended 50 acceptable laborers, you wor eS. accept 
them and that would be the end of your requirements. What if yo ‘ded 10 
carpenters, what would you do? 

Answer. That would be handled on the same basis. 

Question. You wouid notify the carpenters’ union that you needed 10 car- 
penters, and if they supplied 10 qualified men, or the names of 10 qualified men, 
they would be hired and that would be the end of vour need for carpenters? 

Answer. That is right; if they met our requirements. 

The most significant evidence concerning the actual hiring practices 
of the du Pont Corp. was brought out by testimony regarding two 
meetings held on the week end of October 20, 1951. These meetings 
were attended by du Pont officials and by representatives of the various 
AFL unions involved at the project. Mr. Mackie stated that the 
AEC had not been informed of these meetings either before or after 
they took place. The testimony indicated that the principal purpose 
of these mee tings was to announce to the unions that approximately 80 
manual laborers would be hired at the employment. office of the du 
Pont Co. on the project without regard to union affiliation. In other 
words, 80 men Lats be hired who were not recommended by any 
union. The figure of 80 manual laborers was broken down arbitrarily 
by the du Pont officials so that each of the unions was required to 
accept a quota of the 80, depending upon the size of the union. When 
questioned about the hiring of these nonunion employees, the du Pont 
officials stated that the decision to hire them was made because they 
wanted to be sure that some nonunion men had been hired at the 
project. The du Pont officials testified that the hiring of the 80 
persons not referred by unions was to give them a specific basis on 
which to testify concerning the hiring of manual workers “at the gate.”’ 
Testimony showed that they notified the labor unions in advance in 
order to forestall labor difficulties which might have come as a result 
of this hiring of nonunion labor. It was never explained to the satis- 
faction of the subcommittee, however, why it was necessary for the 
du Pont officials to notify the unions of the hiring of 80 men “at the 
gate” if there had been any such hiring “at the gate’”’ up to that time. 

On the basis of the testimony, the subcommittee is satisfied that 
the following hiring procedure actually existed at the du Pont plant: 
When employees were needed in the manual-labor field, the union 
having jurisdiction over such employees would be notified by the 
personnel office of the du Pont Co. as to the number of men and the 
kind of skills needed. The unions would fulfill the requests for 
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recommendations as soon as possible. If, in the meantime, an em- 
plovee having such skills applied at the application desk of the du 
Pont personnel office on the project, he would be told that there were 
no openings in that field. 

The second group of du Pont witnesses testified concerning the 
actual procedures which take place in the employment office. The 
preinterview clerks and their immediate superior testified that they 
were instructed to inform applicants for manual-laboring jobs that 
there were no openings on the project. Significantly enough, they 
did not have such instructions for applicants who were not manual 
laborers. These employees also testified it was not unusual to tell 
un applicant there were no openings in his field while at the same time 
emplovees in the same classification would be called for employment 
over the loud-speaker system from lists of recommended names 
coming from a union. 

Mr. H. F. Johnston, supervisor of employment, testified that, 
except On very rare occasions, prior to the decision to hire 80 non- 
union men at the gate, it was necessary that applicants for manual 
work be referred by a union. Except in the case of 20 to 30 displaced 
persons, Mr. Johnston admitted under questioning that he knew of 
no instance where any manual labor had been hired at the gate without 
union referral. 

(C) STATE EMPLOYMENT SERVICES 


The testimony of a officials of the Georgia State Employment 
Service, the South Carolina State Employment Service, and the 
Regional Director of the Bureau of Employment Security, United 
States Department of Labor, brought out the following information: 

The employment services of both States were offered to the du 
Pont Co. at the beginning of the project, but were accepted only in 
part. Officials of the du Pont Co. informed the employment service 
officials that they intended to use the various craft unions to supply 
skilled, semiskilled, and unskilled labor as long as they were able to 
supply such labor. Hence, the services have been utilized for the pro- 
curement of some nonmanual employees but have not been used by 
the du Pont Co. for procurement of manual labor. 

Large numbers of persons seeking employment at the project ap- 
plied at both the Augusta, Ga., and Aiken, S. C. offices during the 
early months of the project. The managers of those local offices esti- 
mate that approximately 11,000 inguiries were rec eived in each office 
during January, and approximately 5,000 during February. Of this 
number, a very large percentage were manual workers and could have 
been referred directly to du Pont and employed if that company had 
placed orders for such workers. 

Three unions later placed orders with the South Carolina Employ- 
ment Service for manual laborers. They were the Construction and 
General Laborers’ Council, the Operating Engineers, and Teamsters. 
The regional office of the Bureau of Employment Security, United 
States Department of Labor, raised a question regarding the ac- 
ceptance of the order from the Construction and General Laborers’ 
Council, since the order provided ‘This is a union job—-initiation fee 
$20, applicant must pay $10 down and balance payable first pay day,’ 
and after some delay and correspondence, was advised by Mr. \fotley, 
Washington Office, Bureau of Employment Security, that the order 
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in itself did not violate any law and, therefore, should be accepted. 
The order was then accepted and put into clearance with the State 
and local offices being so advised. 

Subsequent discussions with officials of the Bureau of Employment 
Security of the Department of Labor in Washington, D. C., revealed 
that 

(1) There had been several discussions in the Washington office 
regarding this order which required union initiation fees as a condition 
of e mployme nt; 

(2) There had been some disagreement among officials in the 
Lada Department regarding the advisability of accepting the order; 

(3) A : 1emorandum dated Se ptember 12, 1951, from Mr. Earle V. 
Simrell, Assistant Solicitor, Labor Department, to Mr. E. L. Keenan, 
Deputy Director, Bureau of Employment Security, advised that the 
text of the telegram which has been under discussion was legally 
correct, but should be cleared with the Secretary of Labor before 
dispatch. 

The text of the telegram as quoted in that memorandum is as 
follows: 

Reurtel August 27, 1951, concerning Clearance Order V—SC—702—56 placed by 
Construction and General Laborers Council for employment of construction 
laborers with Savannah River project. Order provides ‘‘This is union job 
initiation fee $20, applicant must pay $10 down and balance payable first pay day.”’ 
Solicitor’s office advises that this condition of employment appears to contravene 
section 101 of the Taft-Hartley Act, making it an unfair labor practice for an 
employer by distrimination in regard to hire and tenure of employment or any 
term or condition of e mployme nt to encourage or discourage membership in any 
labor organization. USES referral policy provides “It is the policy of the Em- 
ployment Service to make no referral to a position where the services to be per- 
formed or the terms or conditions of employment are contrary to Federal, State, or 
local laws.’’ Under this policy no referral can be made where the conditions of 
employment are in contravention of section 101 of the Taft-Hartley Act. 

(4) The telegram quoted above was not sent but a telegram advising 
that the order should be rewritten so as to delete the language, “This 
is a union job, initiation fee of $20. Applicant must pay $10 down, 
balance payable first pay day. Dues $2 per month,” was sent to the 
regional director in Atlanta. 

(5) The order was not rewritten because of objections on the part 
of the local employment office and the union, whereupon the matter 
was again referred to the Washington office} 

(6) According to a memorandum dated October 30, 1951, from 
William S. Tyson, solicitor to Robert C. Goodwin, Director, Bureau of 
Employment Security, a conference was held in Assistant Secretary 
Wright's office, on or about September 26, 1951, regarding the sub- 
ject, in which the solicitor stated that in his opinion the employment 
service should not accept a job order having the terms and condi- 
tions of the one under consideration, Which view was concurred in by 
Mr. Wright and others at the meeting; however, Mr. Motley had 
apparently obtained an erroneous impression at the meeting and 
communicated with Regional Director Marberry in Atlanta in- 
structing him to reinstate the job order in substantially its original 
form. In the memorandum the solicitor stated that he had re quested 
his assistant, Mr. Simrell, to ask Mr. Goodwin to have Mr. Motley 
rescind his instruction to Mr. Marberry if they had been based upon 
such an erroneous impression of the conversation at the conference 
in Assistant Secretary Wright’s office. 
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These instructions were not rescinded until November 7 when 
Mr. Marberry testified at the hearings in Augusta that he had received 
instructions from Mr. Goodwin to cancel all such orders from labor 
unions in the area and to accept no more until the entire matter had 
been given further study. 

Mr. Marberry stated that Mr. Goodwin based this action on 
the information which had been brought out at the hearing in Augusta 
on November 6, 1951, when du Pont officials testified. 

(9) An order for 100 truck drivers placed by the Teamsters’ Union 
in Aiken, 5. C., is now under consideration as well as the Employment 
Services’ entire policy with respect to accepting orders from unions. 


(D) LABOR UNIONS 


The 11 unions which are members of the Building Trades Depart- 
ment of the American Federation of Labor which refer or recommend 
men to the Savannah River project for employment testified at the 
hearings. The International Association of Machinists which is 
affiliated with the American Federation of Labor but not a member 
of its Building Trades Department also appeared. Each of these 
unions was represented through an international representative or 
local business agent and officers and, in most cases, its counsel. 

As the preliminary iavestigation disclosed the du Pont Co. was 
employing its manual labor through the various building trades wnions 
of the American Federation of Labor exclusively, responsible repre- 
sentatives of these unions, along with their records, were subpenaed 
to appear before the subcommittee. 

The union representatives, except those of the International Asso- 
ciation of Machinists, appeared to be in complete accord with the 
recruiting and hiring procedures employed by the du Pont Corp. on 
the Savannah River project. According to the testimony various 
meetings were held between representatives of the building trades 
unions and the du Pont Corp. prior to the beginning of actual con- 
struction. All of the union representatives testified there was ne 
written agreement entered into with the du Pont Corp. regarding union 
security nor was there any contract between the parties. They all 
agreed, however, that representatives of the company had made a 
verbal agreement to the effect that the unions would be notified of 
employment requirements in the manual labor field and it would be 
up to the respective unions to recruit the necessary personnel for the 
various job categories. 

It should be pointed out that there were no local building trades 
unions in either Aiken or Barnwell Counties, S. C., ta which the project 
was to be located. However, there were several craft unions estab- 
lished in Augusta, Ga., prior to the construction of the project. The 
other unions either established locals at Aiken, 8. C., or operated from 
such points as Charleston, 8. C., and Savannah, Ga. 

In the case of the common laborers’ union, a Construction and 
General Laborers’ Council was set up at Aiken, S. C., which was to 
take in members and split the fees and dues, after expenses, equally 
among the locals at Savannah, Ga., Spartanburg, 5. C., and Charles- 
ton, 5. C. The Teamsters Union and the Ironworkers Union set up 
new locals for the project under the direct supervision of their inter- 
national organizations, their local membership having no vote as to 
the administration or the finances of their organizations. 
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The initiation fees required by the unions run from $20 for the 
Building and Common Laborers Union to $200 for the Sheet Metal 
Workers Union. Monthly dues run from $2 per month for the 
Building and Common Laborers Union to $9.33 per month for the 
fronworkers Union. Some of the unions set aside money for the 
payment of sick and death benefits and pension plans for their mem- 
bers and families. 

As borne out in the testimony of the representatives of the du Pont 
Co. and the unions, it was only on rare occasions that any manual 
labor was employed on the Savannah River project prior to October 
22 without referral from a building-trades union. The one exception 
to this was in the case of “displaced persons,” they being those who 
were employed or lived on the site taken over by the project. The 
Atomic E nergy Commission had insisted that such ‘‘displaced per- 
sons”’ be hired, if qualified, without referral by a labor union. The 
building trades unions in one of the preliminary meetings acquiesced 
to this request. At the time of the subcommittee’s hearings over 
20,000 employees had been hired for the project, of which only 25 to 
30 were so-called displaced persons, and it was not established how 
many of these were actually in the category of manual labor. 

The International Association of Machinists was represented by a 
counsel for the international, an international representative, and the 
business agent of local 23, Savannah, Ga., which has jurisdiction over 
the territory in which the project is located. These representatives 
denounced the labor-hiring practices of the du Pont Corp. and testified 
they imposed ‘‘closed shop” conditions at this project. They stated 
representatives of their union had several conferences with responsible 
du Pont officials after January 1, 1951, but had been excluded from 
prior and subsequent meetings between the du Pont Corp. and repre- 
sentatives of the building trades unions of the AFL. During the 
course of these conferences, Mr. Mercke, service superintendent for 
the project, gave this union application blanks with the understanding 
that they be sent directly to him marked “personal and confidential” 
and they would receive special attention. The re a repre- 
sentative testified that at a meeting, on March 31, 1951, with Mr. 
Mason, the project manager, and Mr. Mercke, Nir dae was asked 
the direct question as to whether or not du Pont had a “closed shop”’ 
agreement W ith the building trades, to which Mr. Mason had answered, 
“Yes.” Mr. Mercke was ‘purported to have said, ‘‘Let’s put it this 
way; we have an understanding with the building trades.” (When 
Mr. Mason testified before the subcommittee he admitted that he 
might have made the above reply.) This union’s representatives in- 
formed the committee that to date the du Pont Corp. had hired only 
16 members of their union. 

Representatives of the building trades unions went to great lengths 
to bolster the contention of the du Pont Co. that it had employed a 
considerable number of manual laborers without referral by the 
unions. Most of this testimony, however, was as vague and unsub- 
stantiated as that given by representatives of du Pont. 

A number of the union witnesses testified concerning their meetings 
in late October with the du Pont officials. Without exception, they 
contended that they were called for the purpose of announcing that 
approximately 80 manual laborers would be hired at the gate without 
regard to union membership and to prevent possible labor disputes 
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on the project which might be caused by this action on the part of 
du Pont. Not one of the union witnesses, however, was able to 
explain why the hiring of only 80 nonunion men would cause a labor 
dispute at this time if du Pont had been hiring men at the gate with- 
out regard to union recommendations prior to the October meeting. 

The business agent of the Construction and General Laborers’ 
Council, representing the Hod Carriers, Building and Common 
Laborers Union, stated he had not referred anyone to the project 
unless he had made application to join the union accompanied by a 
down payment of at least $10 on his $20 initiation fee. This par- 
ticular union council which started from scratch on December 28, 
1950, had referred 7,568 men to the project as of October 1, 1951. 
Of this total, 1,510 failed to qualify for physical and medical reasons 
while 3,027 were hired but later left the project for other reasons. 
This union makes it a practice to refund fees or payments only in 
cases Where the person referred fails to qualify for medical or physical 
reasons. <As of October 1, refunds had been made to the 1,510 who 
failed to qualify while the 3,027 men who had made at least the 
minimum $10 down payment on their initiation fees received no refund 
when leaving the project. In other words, this union collected and 
kept at least $30,270 which had been paid by these people in order 
to have their applications referred to the du Pont Co. This same 
union collected $22,272.50 in initiation fees and dues during the month 
of September 1951, and it was noted from the records submitted to 
the committee for reference that this was a typical month’s receipts. 

The financial report of Local 470, International Union of Operating 
Engineers, now located at Aiken, 5S. C., shows a net worth of $1,359.11 
as of January 1, 1951, which was increased to $56,407.53 as of October 
1, 1951. These figures, of course, reflect the balance on hand and not 
the amount of money taken in for dues and initiation fees. A total 
of $132,357.02 has been collected in dues and fees during this period. 
The me sales ‘rship of this local was 143 on January 1, 1951, and as of 
October 1, 1951, has risen to 1,887. This union has referred over 
2,000 men to the project since its inception, of which some 1,800 are 
presently employed. The international representative of this union 
also testified that he referred no one to the project unless he was a 
union member or had made an application for membership accom- 
panied by a deposit on his initiation fee. 

The Carpenters Union, Local 283, has been established at Augusta, 
Ga., since April 14, 1899. The business agent testified there were 
525 members of this local on January 1, 1951, and that as of October 1 
1951, its membership had increased to 3,100. At the time of the 
subcommittee’s hearings this union had referred 4,711 men to the 
Savannah River project of which 3,000 were still employed. The 
testimony indicated that the assets of this local union were approxi- 
mately $230,000 on January 1, 1951, and had increased to $356,000 
as of October 1, 1951 ($215,000 worth of Government bonds are 
included in the latter figure). The business agent of the carpenters 
union informed the subcommittee he did not refer anyone to the 
project unless he was a union member or had made application for 
membership accompanied by a down payment on his initiation fee. 

Local 509 of the Teamsters Union was established at Aiken, S. C 
february 6, 1951, but is under direct supervision of the mternational 
union. Its membership has no voice in its financial affairs nor in the 
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selection of officers. An initiation fee of $5 was established when this 
local was set up but it has since increased to $25 on orders of the 
international board. Its dues of $2.50 a month have remained the 
same. This union has built up a membership of 1,270 and has referred 
some 1,700 to the project, of which 1,100 were emploved as of October 
1, 1951. During the period of its existence it h: = collected $31,830.75 
in initiation fees and dues and, as of October 1, 1951, showed a net 
worth of $8,709.05. 

The Bridge, Structural and Ornamental Iron Workers Union was 
placed under the direct supervision of an international representative 
at Augusta, Ga., inasmuch as there was conflicting jurisdiction between 
local ‘601, E> harleston, S. C., and local 709, Savannah, Ga. The 
union representative stated that since du Pont’s first request for tron- 
workers on February 13, 1951, he had referred 2,051 men which were 
hired on the project; between that time and October 1, 1951, 767 had 
terminated their employment for various reasons, leaving 1,284 iron- 
workers on the project on October 1, 1951, all of whom had been 
referred by him. He further testified he had referred no one but 
union members or those who had made a cash deposit and application 
for membership. The initiation fee for this union is $100. The dues 
are $5 per month plus an additional $1 per week “working assessment”’ 
which makes the total dues $9.33 per moath while the member is 
employed. ‘This particular local union has collected over $80,000 in 
initiation fees and dues from its inception on February 13, 1951, to 
October 1, 1951. Its current assets were shown to be $54,419.94 as 
of the latter date. 

There was only one union which testified it referred people for work 
without having actually required an application for membership and 
a down payment on initiation fees. This was Augusta Local 1579, 
International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers. The business agent 
for the union stated, however, that he had been successful in signing 
up practically every nonmember whom he had referred to the project. 
This local had a membership of 119 on January 1, 1951, which was 
increased to 341 as of October 1, 1951. The business agent had re- 
ferred 188 nonmembers to the project in addition to 828 members of 
the union. Seven hundred and fifteen electrical workers were em- 
ploved on the project as of October 1, 1951. The few of those who 
were not union members were in the process of being organized. The 
net worth of this union, after meeting all expenses, was $2,102.59 on 
January 1, 1951, which was increased to $18,408.53 as of October 
1951. 

The Plumbers and Steamfitters Union chartered local 150 at Au- 
gusta, Ga., in 1908. This local had 135 members on January 1, 1951, 
and 606 as of October 1, 1951. As of the latter date it had referred 
1,199 to the project, all of whom were either members of that or other 
locals or had made a down payment and application for membership. 
Union representatives indicated there were now 650 members of other 
craft employed on the project, but that they were working for subcon- 
tractors since the du Pont Corp. was not handling their work directly. 
The committee was informed that the assets of this local had increased 
from $19,905.55 on January 1, 1951, to $47,022.01 on October 1, 1951 

The other building-trades unions engaged in referring labor to the 
project are considerably smaller in membership and as to the number 
of men referred because of the contractor’s requirements. The in- 
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crease in their membership as of January 1 and October 1, 1951, is as 
follows: Local 399, Sheet Metal Workers Union, from 90 to 144; 
local 2, Brick Layers and Plasterers Union, from 211 to 321; and local 
1730, Painters Union, from 0 to 138. During the foregoing period the 
net worth of the Sheet Metal Workers has increased from $321.87 to 
St.708; the assets of the Brick Layers Union from $25,354.52 to 
$32,722.17; and the assets of the Painters Union from 0 to $3,174.84. 


CONCLUSIONS AND COMMENTS 


The employment policies and practices at the Savannah River 
en t result in the operation of a preferential hiring system, insofar 
as manual labor is concerned. The only exceptions are displaced 
people and the limited number employed since October 22 (80 to 
100). 

Although there was no written agreement, a verbal agreement 
between du Pont and union officials was reached prior to the opening 
of the project. Under the verbal agreement du Pont notified the 
unions of the number and type of employees needed and gave the 
unions adequate time to recruit and refer the workers. 

3. The du Pont Co. did not use any other source to obtain manual 
workers, in spite of repeated statements that they needed large 
numbers of workers and would have to use every source available 
They refused the services of the State e mploy ment services which were 
offered on several occasions when the project was started; on the other 
hand, three unions have since requested the services of ‘the federally 
supported State employment services to obtain workers to be referred 
to the project. Large numbers of manual workers inquired at the 
State employment offices and at the employment office of du Pont but 
were not given consideration or employed until they were referred or 
ore by the unions. 

The subject of the two meetings held by du Pont officials with 
jie leaders between October 19 and 21, regarding du Pont’s plan 
to employ a limited number of manual workers at the gate without 
referral from a union, indicates clearly du Pont’s actual position with 
respect to the operation of a preferential employment system. At 
the same time it reveals an attempt to mislead all concerned except 
the unions. 

5. Du Pont officials were much less than frank with the general 
public, applicants for employment, congressional investigators, mem- 
bers of this subcommittee, and perhaps even officials of the AEC 
Throughout the investigation and hearing, du Pont officials made 
studied attempts to confuse the facts of the situation, evade direct 
and pertinent questions, and generally mislead the subcommittee. 
They have met the attempts of ‘this subeommittee to obtain the facts 
regarding their employment practices with evasiveness, a resort to 
technicalities, and a very thinly veiled arrogance. Such tactics, 
especially when used willfully by officials of a powerful and gigantic 
corporation, are inimical to the best interests of our people and our 
Government. 

AEC officials either knew the facts regarding du Pont’s employ- 
ment practices regarding manual workers and approved them, or were 
negligent in not finding out the full facts. In either case, the position 
taken by AEC officials aided in the attempt to mislead the subecom- 
mittee, prospective employees, and the public in general. 
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The South Carolina employment offices accepted orders from 
unions and were recruiting workers for the unions to be referred to the 
project. The decision to accept these orders with union membership 
a prerequisite to employment was made in the Washington office of 
the Department of Labor. The Solicitor for the Department of Labor 
was advised that the condition of employment in the order appeared to 
contravene section 101 of the Taft-Hartley Act making it an unfair 
labor practice for an employer by discrimination in regard to hire or 
tenure of employment or any term or condition of employment. to 
encourage or discourage membership in any labor organization. In 
spite of the Solicitor’s advices on this point the Bureau of Employ- 
ment Security advised the regional office in Atlanta that the order was 
acceptable. 

This action indicates that the Department of Labor deliberately 
decided to commit a Federal service to participation in an activity 
that they knew could or might result in the violation of the spirit and 
intent of a Federallaw. The only defense for taking this action offered 
by officials of the Department of Labor is that they did not have full 
knowledge of the actual employment practices at the project, but had 
accepted the statement of AEC officials in the Washington offices. 
Knowledge of the actual practices at the project was in the hands of 
the local and State employment offices and could have been easily 
obtained for the asking, or by a short visit to the project by a regional 
or Washington officer. 

Whatever the justification the Bureau of Employment Security 
of the Department of Labor may have had for accepting requisitions 
for workers from labor organizations prior to the enactment of the 
Labor Management Relations Act of 1947, the policy has obviously 
been suspect since that time. The long delay in adjusting the policy 
to the Federal law is inexcusable. 

10. It appears to the subcommittee to be much more than 
coincidence, or a combination of mistakes caused by lack of accurate 
information, on the part of two Federal agencies, a private con- 
struction organization of national repute, and 12 labor organizations, 
that brought about a situation which obviously was a violation of 
the intent and underlying philosophy of the Labor Management 
Relations Aet of 1947: The subcommittee is disturbed by the weak- 
ness displayed by two highly important Government agencies, the 
one under pressure of labor organizations, and the other under the 
domination of a large and powerful private corporation. 

11. Officials of the du Pont Co. seem to indicate by their resentful 
attitude, evasiveness, statements, and press releases that this sub- 
committee, despite its right to investigate the administration of 
legislation within its jurisdiction, should not question the actions of 
the du Pont Corp. on this project since their participation is strictly 
on the basis of patriotism and $1. 

Officials of the AEC have clearly indicated by their attitude 
and testimony that they have failed to retain their basic responsibility 
at this project and have allowed the du Pont officials to take over 
almost entirely. They have failed to ascertain the actual facts regard- 
ing du Pont’s employment practices, either by design or by inefficiency, 
and in general nave allowed an atmosphere to develop in which they 
are kept either ignorant or impotent by du Pont officials, except 
perhaps in their role of pleading for funds from Congress. 
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13. Labor-union officials have clearly indicated their gratitude 
to the du Pont Co. for their cooperation in setting a stage whereby. 
in the manual-labor field only union members could be employed, 
hence greatly expanding their membership and treasuries with a 
minimum of effort on their own part. 

14. Qualified workers in the manual-labor field have found it impos- 
sible to obtain employment on a construction project paid for wholly 
by Government funds, and of unprecedented importance to the 
safety of the Nation, unless referred by one of the local labor unions, 
some of which did not exist prier to the projeet. This situation, 
although meeting with the approval of labor-union officials, and at the 
moment fitting in with du Pont’s idea of patriotism, happens to be in 
direct opposition to one of the major principles upon which the Labor 
Management Relations Act of 1947 is based. 

The importance to our national safety of the Savannah River 
project and the need to complete the job at the earliest possible 
moment is fully recognized, but at the same time it cannot be too 
strongly emphasized that of no less vital importance to the national 
interest is the necessity to preserve the basic rights of our citizens to 
seek and obtain employment in whatever field they may be qualified, 
to have their qualific ations for employment fully considered without 
having to pay a fee to any person or organization unless they so 
choose. The utter disregard of these fundamental rights at the 
Savannah River project poses a serious challenge which must be met 
sooner or later. This subcommittee is of the opmion that this and 
similar situations can and should be corrected immediately by 
Government agencies charged with the responsibility. 

Granam A. Barpen, Chairman. 
JoHN S. Woop. 
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